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Remarks 

Claims 1-1 1 are currently pending in the patent application. For the reasons and 
arguments set forth below, Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed invention is 
allowable over the died reference. 

The non-final Office Action dated November 2, 2006 indicated that claims 1-11 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) over Kopetz a/. (U.S. 7,124,316). 

Applicant respectfully traverses the Section 103(a) rejections of claims 1-1 1 
because the Office Action has failed to state the rejections in a manner consistent with 35 
U.S.C. § 132, in that the Office Action fails to provide any specific correlation between 
the Kopetz reference and the different limitations of the claimed invention. The Office 
Action on page 2 simply repeats claim 1 of the instant invention and then goes onto 
discusses the Kopetz reference on page 3 without providing any connection between the 
alleged teachings of Kopetz and the limitations of claim 1 or any other claim. Moreover, 
the Office Action does not even mention the limitations of claims 2-1 1 or attempt to 
allege any correspondence between these limitations and Kopetz or any prior art 
reference. As such, Applicant is unable to understand the rejections and/or to adequately 
evaluate the rejections and respond thereto because of the inadequate correlation 
provided to the Kopetz reference. Accordingly, the Section 103(a) rejections of claims l- 
1 1 are improper and Applicant requests that they be withdrawn. In this light, Applicant 
attempts to address the rejections below. 

More specifically, the Section 103(a) rejection* fail to explain how the portions of 
the Kopetz reference cited by the Office Action teach all of the limitations found in the 
claimed invention. For example, Applicant submits that the cited portions of the Kopetz 
reference do not correspond to claimed limitations directed to deactivating the interface 
for a communications node for which an activity not compatible with the predefined 
communications time schedule is detected. The Kopetz reference appears to be directed 
to a fault-tolerant distributed computer system that uses guardians to convert a message 
burdened with an slightly off specifications (SOS) fault into a correct message or into a 
message which can be recognized by all receiving node computers as clearly incorrect 
(see, e.g., col. 3, lines 4-10). The Kopetz reference does not appear to teach deactivating 
an interface for a communication nodes thereby preventing communication with the other 
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nodes as in the claimed invention, bul instead teaches attempting to correct faulty 
messages that are then sent to the receiving node computers. In another example, 
Applicant is unable to find any mention in the Kopetz reference of synchronizing the bus 
monitor with a predefined communications schedule executed by the communications 
nodes, or that the synchronization is based on activates observed at the interfaces as in the 
claimed invention. Therefore, the Section 103(a) rejections of claims 1-1 1 are improper 
and Applicant requests that they be withdrawn. 

Applicant traverses the Section 103(a) rejections of claims 1-11 because the 
Office Action's statements on page 3 regarding the alleged teachings of the Kopetz 
reference do not make sense and further do not appear to correspond to any claimed 
limitations. For example, the Office Action states that "(t)he central bus monitor unit 
observes one another mutually with respect to their functions" {see, e.g., page 3, lines 3- 
4), Applicant is unsure of whether the Office Action is asserting that there is one "central 
bus monitor" or multiple "central bus monitors," or even where Kopetz teaches a "central 
bus monitor" as Applicant can find no mention of a "central bus monitor * in the Kopetz 
reference. Moreover, Applicant is unable to ascertain which claimed limitations the 
Office Action is asserting correspond to the "central bus monitor." In another example, 

the Office Action states that "it would have been obvious that Kopetz also teaches a 

time-registering means that determines which registers the time patterns of the data bus 
for the transmission of a user and triggered by these time patterns assigns a transmission 
slot to each user so that a corresponding communications channel can be closed" (see, 
e.g., page 3, lines 8-13). Applicant respectfully requests clarification regarding the 
meaning of this statement and how it corresponds to the teachings of the Kopetz 
reference* Moreover, "a time-registering means" is not a claimed limitation of instant 
invention. Accordingly, the Section 103(a) rejections of claims 1-1 1 are improper and 
Applicant requests that they be withdrawn. Should the rejections based upon the Kopetz 
reference be maintained, Applicant respectfully requests clarification as indicated above 
and an opportunity to respond thereto. 

Applicant notes that a minor amendment has been made to claim 1 to improve 
readability. This amendment is not being made to overcome any issues relating to 
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patentability or to overcome the rejections raised by the Office Action, which fail for the 
reasons discussed above. 

In view of the remarks above, Applicant believes thai each of the rejections has 
been overcome and the application is in condition for allowance. Should there be any 
remaining issues that could be readily addressed over the telephone, the Examiner is 
asked to contact the agent overseeing the application file, Peter Zawilski, of NXP 
Corporation at (408) 474-9063 . j 
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